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An Evaluation of an Experimental Progress 
Report Card Used in Selected Elementary 
Public Schools in Minneapolis, Minnesota 
During 1971-1972 

Summary 

The Research and Evaluation Departiwent of the Minneapolis 
Public Schools employed the Augsburg College Social Science 
Research Center to conduct an evaluation among parents and 
teachers of an Experimental Progress Report Card during May, 1972. 

The study was carried out in eight elementary schools 
where the Report had been used to report student performance 
during the 1971-72 school year. Fifty-three teachers (^0 
users and 13 non-users) and 38 parents were included in the 
inquiry. Copies of the instruments that were used are 
attached to this report. 

Responses among both teachers and parents generally 
suggested that the Report afforded a high degree of individual- 
ization. Most parents felt the instruirent gaye them a good 
picture of their child's progress. It conveyed their child's 
strengths and it specified areas where, the child needed work, 
including examples of such areas. Although most parents felt 
they received sufficient information in the way the report 
was used, a few mentioned they would have liked more frequent 
reports during the year. The Report was seen as understandable. 
The majority of the parents preferred. the new Report to the 
old card. 

More than half of the teachers surveyed felt the new 
Report expressed a basically different philosophy — with 
which they agreed ~ personalization, individualization, and 
a lack of comparison and grading. However, 25 of the teachers 
indicated they would rather tise some other reporting system 
than the new one. Reluctance to use the card general!;/ was 
expressed because it was too time consuming to complete. This 
was particularly true in "continuous progress" and team 
teaching situations. Most teachers felt revisions were 
necessary and expressly requested check lists for attitudes 
and skills. 

It is believed by the evaluation team that the following 
report contains sufficient information to substantiate revision 
of the Report prior to its broader implementation. 

* * -jf 
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An Evaluation of an Experimental Progress 
Report Card Used in Selected Elementary / 
Public Schools in Minneapolis^ Minnesota 
During 197>1972 

Background and Procedure 

Eight Minneapolis elementa^ry public schools participated in a pilot 

project using an experimental report card (Progress Report) during the 

1971-72 school year. Schools using the report were determined by faculty 

vote. Included in the pilot project were: 

Kenqy 
Page 

Pratt-iMotley 
Morris Park 
Schiller 
Cleveland 
Whittier 

The Progress Report, (see Appendix A, page 11 ), devised by Dr. 
Kennedy, Dr. Carlson aud school representatives, co;?sists of a triplicate, 
carboned sheet, the front of which is divided vertically into two reporting 
periods arid horizontally into six subject areas listed on the left-hand 
margin: Kt-adiag, Lanjiuage Arts, Mathematics, Social and Physical Sciences, 
Miisic and Art, and Physical and Personal Development. Subject reporting 
spaces (approximately 3-l/2" x I-1/2") are blank, except for Reading, which 
has a fill-in line for reading series and reading level of the child. 
The child's name, teacher's name, and reporting dates are also included 
on the front of the Report. The back side of the Report includes conference 
dates, the child's room and assignment for the following year, plus names 
of the teacher, school, and principal. A short message is included, stating 
this is an experimental card which supplements conferences. 

The original of the Report is given to parents at the first reporting 
period, the duplicate at the second period, and the triplicate is retained 
in the pupil's cumulative record. 

Participating teachers received an information handbook on the Progress 
Report, which gives helps and suggestions on the Report and on parent-teacher 
conferences. 

An ifijvaluation survey to determine parents* and teachers* reactions to 
the Progress Report was conducted during the month of May, 19?2. 

^ Dr. James Kennedy was Associate Superintendent of Elementary Education and 
O r, Mildred Carlson was Consultant in Elementary Curriculum at the time this 
£RJ[Ct^^ conducted. 



Faculty representatives from participating schools provided a point 
of contact to facilitate survey implementation. Bepresentatives, principals 
and faculties of the eight schools were found to be highly cooperative 
'irith the survey team, from the Augsburg College Social Science Research 
Center . 

The sampling approach for each school was determined by individual 
representatives to include both users and non-users of the Progress Report. 
Kenny, Cleveland and Schiller schools employed faculty meetings as a 
mechanism for distribution of survey forms to teachers for completion and 
return (See Appendix B, Teacher Survey, page ik ). The ungraded schools, 
Pratt-Motley, received the forms through the Elementary School Assembly 
Committee representatives. Page, Kenny, Morris Park and Whittier faculties 
received the forms directly from a survey representative. 

At the time of the survey, the Progress Report had been employed for 
at least one marking period during the year In all schools but Kenny and 
Whittier. At Kenny, four faculty members employed the Progress Report 
to a limited degree; that is, the faculty had generally voted to use parent 
conferences during the year and the Progress Report for the final marking 
period at^the end of the year. One Whittier faculty member sent out 
Progress Deports to all his students at the end of the second marking period. 
The balance of the Whittier faculty voted to enploy the forma for the final 
marking period only. Only one faculty mentoer at Page School determined 
not to use the Progress Report, electing to use parent conferences instead. 
Among non- users in several of the schools, the Progress Report was employed 
only in cases of student transfers to other schools. 

(Note: Originally Hawthorne School was to have been included in the 
survey. However, no survey was conducted there due to the fact that the 
faculty had voted to use the Report for the final marking period only.) 

A form was included with each teacher survey for the purpose of 
ascertaining names of three parents who had received the Report and had 
participated in a parent-teacher conference. From these names, interviewers 
selected one peurent to intervlev. (See Appendix C, Parent Interview 
Questionnaire, page 21.) Parent Interviews were successfully conqpleted 
with parents relating to all but two of the teachers who had used the 
Report. In all 38 In-the-home interviews, mothers were the respondents. 



appointments having "been arranged by telephone. In the South and Southeast 
schools, except in a single instance where the mother was detained by a 
doctor's appointment, all appointments were kept as scheduled. Callbacks 
were necessary- in several cases with Cleveland and Schiller communities. 
Parental interviews ranged from 20 to ^5 minutes in duration. In some 
instances, there was a tendency for mothers to see the interviewer in 
a "counselor" role or to stress discussing children in lieu of the reporting 
system being examined. This seemed to occur for the most part where 
questioning was cf a parobing nature, e.g., questions #13-15. Parents were 
generally receptive and cooperative with the interviewing process. 

Instrumentation 

A pool of evaluation questions with suggestions for response sources 
was prepared by the ESA Committee on Heporbing to Parents. These questions, 
denoting areas of evaluation concern, were rated as to their importance 
by the Committee and Dr. Kennedy. Questionnaires based on the evaluation 
questions receiving high ratings were prepared for the 1972 survey by the 
Research Department and the Augsburg Social Science Research Center. The 
committee has recommended that some of the evaluation areas included in 
the present survey be given priority for long- range evaluation. 

Ten questions received high in?>ortance ratings by both the Committee 
and Dr, Kennedy. (These q\iestions, listed with the survey results, were 
stressed in the present survey.) 

Other areas receiving priority were: 

Is the new card more effective than the old card? 

Does the card describe what the child needs to work on? 

Is the card accomplishing what it was intended to? 

Items not included in this initial survey are: 

What was the reason for the change from the old card? 

What arc the criteria for a good written report? 

Should we have one style of written report for the whole city? 

Is the cost a factor? 

Do parents appreciate the comparison aspect built into the card? 

Interviews with parents, participating teachers and non-participating 
teachers have been conducted during the initial survey to provide answers to 
priority questions. Other approaches to evaluation suggested by the committee 
and Dr. Kennedy nre student interviews and Reading Ease Measures. 
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Responses High Importance Questions 

The ESA Committee and Dr. KennecJy rated ten questions for high 
importance in the Progress Report survey. The follavring results are 
indicated from the 1972 survey: 

1# How well does the card describe the status of the individual child? 

Responses indicate the new experimental report afforded a high degree 
of individualization • Teachers and parents generally concurred in their 
opinion* 

2, Does th** card give honest information about individuals? 

Yes , Virtually all parents interviewed felt the evaluation fit their 
children. Teachers indicated the card provided an opportunity to be specific 
for strengths » weaknesses and needed areas of improvement for the child. 

3. Does the card describe the child's progress in curriculiam areas? 
Yest Most parents felt they had a good picture of their children's 

progress. Five teachers also volunteered this view in an open end q\iestion« 

Does the card convey to parents that the teacher is aware of the 
child's needs? 

The majority of parents indicated that the teacher specified areas 
where the child needed work and included examples of such areas. Exaoiples 
* *e given for the personal development of the child as well as basic 
dkiUs in subjects. 

5. Do parents feel they have received sufficient information? 

GeneraUy, yes. A few parents indicated they would like to have 
several reports throughout the year. 

6* Do parents understand what the teacher is trying to convey? 

Thirty-six of the 38 parents interviewed indicated the report was 
understandable . 

7. Does the specific information about reading tell the parents 
something they understand? 

Numerous parents indicated they had questions on the reading level 

. and several on the reading series. 

8. Is the reading level important? 

Qiuestions from the parents suggested they were concerned a^out th^ 
level at which their child was reading and/or the teacher's assessioent 
of the reading level. 

ERLC ^ 



9« i^oec this card really fit different organizational patterns? 

Teachers in continuous progress and team teaching situations generally 
expressed the most difficulty because of the large nurtber of forms to 
complete. Some of these faculty merribers had more than 100 forms to send 
out. The special areas ouch as masic, art and physical education were, 
in some instances, omitted from the reports. 

10* Does the card convey direction for the child? 

Yes. Parents felt teachers generally specified children* s strengths 
and also their needs and areas in which they could be helped. The report 
in all instances was received between February and early April which 
afforded some opportunities for parencs to relate to such needs. 

High priority rating for evaluation was also given to the question 
"is the new card more effective than the old card?" Teachers were divided 
on the parent- tea Cher "communication" aspect of the new card. However, 
a majority of the teachers surveyed indicated there was a basically different 
philosophy underlying the use of the Report with which they were in 
agreement. 

Results - Parents (See Appendix D, page 25 .) 

Of the 38 parents interviewed, 31 indicated fa-orable reactions to 
the Report. This category was characterized by responses ranging from 
"better than old," "o,k.", the most frequent response "I liked it" to 
"excellent" and "very helpful." Negative responses included such reactions 
as "not good" and "prefer another form." 

Thirty of the respondents indicated that the card did let them know 
"how the child is doing." Parents generally indicated that the teacher 
specified areas where their children needed more work. Of the eleven 
who indicated that the card did not tell them that their child needed 
to do more work, five or six of these stated that their children were 
in fact doing well in all areas. Most parents interviewed had taken the 
teacher suggestions and had worked with their children where specified. 
Problem areas dealt not only with subject material but also with particular 
attitudes seen to be held by the children. 

Only one of the parent respondents indicated that the Report was not 
understandable. Generally, when this question was probed, "Was there 
anything you didn't understand?" the response was negative, but there were 

O .severAl responses indicating questions on the reading levels. Most 
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respondents were emphatically positive that the report did indeed fit 
their child as they saw him. Thirty-four responded "yes" to this item, 
one "no" and three felt the information applied generally. When asked 
if the card described the child as he really is, 35 indicated that did, 
two were ixncertain and one stated "no," 

Parents acknowledged that they felt teachers must have truly gotten 
to know their children prior to preparing the reports. (However, it was 
noted in the analysis that three of the reports prepared by one teacher 
were highly similar. This teacher was able to prepare such reports in 
five to ten minutes.) 

Twenty-seven mothers indicated they had received a good picture of 
their child's progress. Others generally suggested that they were not 
able to determine how their child ranked academically and socially in 
compcu^ison with other students or themselves. Asked whether they would 
like to continue receiving this type of report, 30 responded "yes," 

Suggestions for a better reporting system included returning to letter 
grades or co.Oiferences. Only one parent interviewed had a conference with 
the teacher aJter a Progress Report had been received. (This conference 
was not related to the material contained in the Report.) 

When copies of the Report actually received by the paxent were 
presented, 2^ indicated they had no questions, four questioned the reading 
levels, five bad queries concerning other subject areas such as the 
mechanics of the report, e.g., "is the conference one of the reporting 
periods?" After probing, several other questions were raised. One 
parent indicated difficulty in explaining the report to her child, another 
indicated she felt the Report should still include such data as absences 
and tardy records. Still another mother (who herself had been a teacher) 
suggested that teachers should not employ educational Jargon in theix reports. 

To determine if there were questions on the "Reading" listing, 
several preliminary leading questions were employed. These were found 
to generate responses repetitious in nature, sometimes inapplicable to 
the question. For example, when asked if there were questions on siibjects 
listed on the left hand side of the Report, several parents became sub- 
jective saying, "They all apply to ny child" or "l have no way of knowing 
where ny child ranks." Twenty-eight indicated they had no questions. 
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upon asking the specific question concerning comments on reading, 26 of 
the 38 parents did have questions. Eighteen respondents had questions 
on reading levels, two on reading series and six on problems of their 
children* The other subjects questioned vere generally regarding non- 
completed music I art and physical education categories by the teacher. 

Several persons indicated they did not feel teachers gave sufficiently 
specific comments; three said they didn't understand terms used; for example, 
the ''math'' category. Many parents indicated the new report gave them a 
better picture of their children's progress as compared to the old form. 
The Teachoro' comments and explanations were preferred to the Impersonal 
checks entered on the old card. Two parents indicated they preferred the 
individual appraisal rather than a conqparative report. Seven mothers 
felt they liked the format of the card. T^n said there wasn't anything 
on the new card they perf erred to the old and three expressed themselves 
to the effect that the card portrayed where the child needs help. 

The Reports had generally been sent out after conferences had occurred 
and parents received them in Febimry, March or early April. Twenty-five 
of the 38 parents had received the reports in March. Over half of the 
parents responded they would like the report by the middle of the school 
year. 

Results - Teachers (See Appendix E, page 31.) 

Among the ^3 teachers surveyed, kO had used the new report; 13 were 
non-participants. Among the UO participants, one was a first-year teacher, 
eight had taught two or three years, 30 had taught four or more years, 
and one did not respond. The Reports were used in all cases between 
February and April. Only one of the ^3 indicated she would not use the 
Progress Report for the final end-of-the-year reporting period. She 
Intended to have another parent-teacher conference. Eleven of the non- 
participants had used the new form in instances where parents were not 
available for conferences or as a transfer report where pupils were trans- 
ferring from the school. Non-participation prior to the final reporting 
period was a faculty decision in several of the schools. One teacher 
wrote letters to parents in addition to holding conferences. 

7 
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Nearly half of the teachers surveyed (25) indicated they would rather 
use some other reporting system than the new one; eight preferred the old 
card| five chose the new Report, and two did not answer the question. The 
lack of positive response to the new card was shown in a number of ways on 
the teacher survey. 

Thirty-two of the kO participants termed the report too time consuming. 
The survey shows that most teachers spent from one-half to one hour 
preparing each Report. Five reported an hour or more on individual reports. 
A number of the teachers expressed difficulties in the mechanics of the 
card ~ writing hard enough to make a legible third copy was seen as 
practically impossible • The non-graded schools found the card difficult 
to use because they had so many to complete. Unless the Reports were 
passed around to individual teachers, special interest areas such as 
physical education^ music and art would not be covered. Some teachers 
felt they began to use stock phrases because it was difficult to portray 
the "average" child or to be positive with children having difficulty in 
school. A number felt the card was not well organized, with comments 
ranging from "the space is too long" to "the space is too small," and 
many pointed out the need for a check list for attitudes and skills. 

Most frequent response in favor of the new Report form was "I can 
be more specific regarding the strengths, weaknesses and areas of needed 
improvement for each child." Nine felt the new form yielded a more 
individualized report; five indicated it provided a good picture of the 
child's progress; two believed it better because there were no grading 
comparisons. Other responses included "more positive" "more meaningful" 
"more descriptive" and "more informative." 

Tventy-four of the kO participants felt there is a basically different 
philosophy underlying the use of the new Report. They emphasized that the 
Progress Report is personal, individual, with positive emphasis and no 
grading on comparison. More than half of the teachers participating agreed 
vith this philosophy. 

Teachers were divided on whether the old or the new card provides 
better parent-teacher communication. Fourteen responded "old," l^l- "new," 
and others indicated they didn't know or that neither was better. 



erJc 



Suggested alternatives to the cards included parent-teacher conferences, 
parent-teacher-student conferences, check-lists of basic academic skills, 
a check- list of social attitudes, a combination of the old and new methods 
vdth spaces for comments on subject materials and check lists for attitudes. 
One teacher specifically mentioned the report card used in the Fridley 
elementary schoolti as an alternative. 
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Digest of Findings 

. Pour out of five teachers surveyed had used the P.R» for at least 
one reporting period. 

The users felt the P»B. was particularly good because it is individualized 
and can specifically portray children's strengths, weaknesses, and areas 
for improvement. 

. Most teachers termed the report too time consuming, requiring too 

much writing and therefore impractical. Half of the teachers indicated 
it required between 30-60 minutes to complete each report. 
30 teachers indicated a use of mixed phrases (stock and individual) 
in completing the reports. 

Three out of four of the teachers had taught k or more years. 
38 had experienced using the oM card. 

Some kind of checklist was the aspect most frequently mentioned as 
missing on the P«R. 
• A majority of the teachers indicated the new card expressed a basically 
different philosophy from the old card. The philosophy was described 
as- individualization, with a positive emphasis, stressing no peer 
comparison or letter grading. 

Most teachers want some other reporting system than the new or the old. 
A combination of the two or checklists and spaces for comments were 
most frequently listed as the alternatives. 

Non-participants generally had made decision to use the P.R. for the 
final reporting period only. 

Parent interviews consisted of 38 mothers who had received the report 
and had had a conference with the teacher* 

Only h of the 38 parents surveyed indicated they preferred the old 
reporting system. 

Most parents felt the report fit the child and presented a good pictxire 
of his progress. 

Questions on the reading level were those most frequently raised* 
The new card was preferred because the teacher's explanation gave 
a better understanding of the child's progress. 
. Most parents claimed they had helped their child as a result of the 
specific comments on the progress report. 

The modal month for distribution of the Reports was March. (Most parents 
would like to receive the Report by the middle of the year.) 
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APPENDIX A 

PROGRESS REPORT 

(in actual usage, the Report is 
a triplicate, carboned sheet) 



CONFERENCES about your child wero held > 



This is an experimental progress report to supplement 
conferences held this yeor. If you would like additional 
information please call. Your suggestions for improving 
our reporting procedures are appreciated. 



Your child is osstgned to 

for the next school year« His/her home room will 
be_ 

SCHOOL TEACHER PRINCIPAL 



NAME. 



PROGRESS 




school year. 

MINNEAPOLIS PUBLIC 
t j ^ »0LI5 

i ERiC 



SCHOOLS 
MINNESOTA 



A MESSAGE TO PARENTS 

The fomilyi home ond school ore vital factors 
In the educational progress of your child. We 
must all work together for his best physical^ 
mental and sociol growth. 

We hope this cord will tell you how your child 
is progressing. If you wish to discuss this 
further, feel free to consult with his teacher. 
We are always glod to plan a personal confer* 
ence with you. 



MmiRTlRMIIT OP tCNOOU 
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NAME 



PROGRESS REPORT 



1st Report Q 



2nd Report Q 



3rd Report 



Reading Series 

At the beginning of the school year your child's 

reading level was 

At present your child's reoding level is 



At present your child's reading level 
is , 



Teocher 

Date 



13 



Teacher^ 
Date 



APPENDIX B 
Teacher Survey 




Diinneapolio Public Schools 
EloiYttntary Pjnogress Peport 
Ejqperinental Card Evalviation 

Teacher Survey 

A, KTiicli rethod of reportincr to parents have you used tliis year (vrtiich do you 
expect to use for tiie final report)? Circle as inany as aoply: 



1. r»roup conference 

2. Individual conference 

3. Experin>ental progress 
report 

4. Regular Progress report 

5. other (specify) 



Early 
Fall 

1 

1 

1 



1 
1 



First 
Tteport 

About 
December 
2 

2 

2 

2 
2 



Second 
Peport 
Feb. to 

3 
3 

3 
3 



Final 

(rxpect 
to use) 
3 

4 

4 

4 
4 



IF THF irGPOr-miT has TJO^ US^ FXPrPI'TTTIT^L FEPOPT PSK OUESTimS P. i7fPOr<?T F.. 

IF v.ir. wsea-DEm: has used the, ^XPFPI^'1E^^ITAL pepopt, skip to nrFSTioM f . 

B. Did you inake an attenpt to ase the Experinental Card or didn't you try it at all: 
C. Yes, tried it "o, did not try it 



C. 7. AsJ:, (If not tried) was there any particuleu: reason vAxv you did not try it? 



D. Do you plan to try the ?icperiinental Card for the fijial re^xjrt this Spring? 
8. Yes !To Other 

E. Is there anything else you i^ould like to say about the Experimental Card? 
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p. How extensively liave you used the ; xperiitentel Card? 

Hardly at 

9. A great deal Frecmently ' Vot very nuch all 

G. Prtm your point of vieu^ as a teacher ^ what is particularly qood about this carO? 



10. 



II. Fran your point of view as a teacher , what is particularly bar* about this card? 
11. 



I. As you tliink ab out the child ^ v*iat is particularly cpod about this card? 
12 



J. VJhat is particularly bad (i.e. hanriful or unjust to the cihild) about the card? 
13 



K. itov; did you introduce the Txperiirental J3ard to tlie parents? 

14. 1 Individual 

2 Group 

3 Sent home 

4 Other 

L. Do you have any way of kna^dncT that the parent did receive the card? 

15. Yes ro 

Do you think there should be a provision for this on the card? 

16. Yes . ^fe 

Qxtirents: 

r.. Have you had any esqperienoes vAiere the parent-s did not receive the card you 
sent home? 

17. None One or tooo A few r^any 
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If a conference were held after the parent received an Experimental Progress 
Report Card, did you feel that most parejnts really understood the comments 
on the card? 

Ifl. 1 pto such conferences heir' 

2 Yes, most parents understood 

3 Ito/ most parents did not understand 

Connents 



0. Have many parents asked for clarification of the Experimental Progress Report, 
or did just a few, or didn't any? 

19. 1 P^y 

2 Just a few 

3 N one 

Were there any specific aspects of the report which seemed to cause confusion 
among parents? 

20. llo 

Yes {If Yes,) which aspects? 



Q. Did parents have difficult;' in understanding oonrnents on any of the curriculum 
areas or not? VJhat about Reading? Did parents have any difficulty in under- 
standing the comnents on reading? 

Yes-Difficulty Mb Difficulty 



21, 


Reading 


1 


2 


22. 


Language Arts 


1 


2 


23. 


Platheniatics 


1 


2 


24. 


Social and Physical Sciences 


1 


2 


25. 


Music and Art 


1 


2 


26. 


Physical and personal developnent 


1 


2 



R, Did parents have any difficulty in understanding the informatim cm the 
Reading Series and the Peadina Level or not? 

27. Yes, liDst had difficulty 

Y es, some had difficulty 

C3cmnents: 
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Other answer 



S. Did you find that sore curriculum areas t«re nore difficult to make corrents on 
than others? 

28. Yes 

No 

(If Y^) : 

Vflhich areas presented particular difficulty and vAiy do you think they 
did? 



29. 


1 


Reading 


30. 


2 


Lanquaqe Arts 


31. 


3 


Mathematics 


32. 


4 


Social and Physical Sciences 


33. 


5 


Vusic and Art 


34. 


6 


Physical and personal developpient 



OOTinents: 



T. Did you feel that there were some ooirments about the diild which you would 
rather not write on the Progress Peport, but vrfiich you would, prefer to cx>ver 
in a conference? 

35. 1 Yes 2 ^ 

Ccmnent: 



U. Do you feel tliat this reporting system is a practical cxie? 

36. 1 Y es 2 No 

(If not) Vlhy not? ... 

V. About how long, on the average, does it take you to conrplete one progress report? 

37. ______ 

W. Titere you able to ooninanicate truly individualized judqnents about each child, 
or did you find yourself repeatedly using "stock" phrases? 

38. 1 I ndividual 2 Stock ESirases 3 M ixed, scne individual, 

some stock 
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X. Ilbw is your schcx)l organized? 

39. 1 K-6 

2 C ontinuous progress prinary 

3 O ther, specify 

Y. Ha-j did the organization of the school personnel affect your use of the card? 

40. 

Z. Did you receive adequate instructions on how to use the Experimental Progress 
Report? 

41. 1 N o instructions received 

2 ^Instructions were not adequate 

3 Instructions \f^;ere adequate 

Cormients: ' 



AA. In what way did you use the Teacher Handbook? 
42. 1 N ever got one 

2 Got one, but did not use it 

3 As a general reference 

4 A s a source for specific conments to be used vrtien applicable. 
BB. Hew long have you been teaciiing? 
43. 1 F irst year 

2 2-3 years 

3 4 or nore years 

OC. Have you had ejqperienoe vising the old (Minneapolis) card as wall as this 
E^^rimental Card? 

44. 1 Y es 

2 No 
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DD. (If Yes) : which card <Jo you tliink parents prefer? 

45. 1 t he old one 2 t he Fxperimental Card 

3 neither one A o ther (sspecify) 

Conipents: ^ 

EE. VIere there sate things on the old card you liked which are not on the 
E3q3eriniental Card: 

46. 1 Yes 2 

If Yes, Describe 

FF. Are there things on the Experimental Card you like vihich v^re not on the 
old card? 

47. 1 Yes 2 No 

If Yes, Describe 

GG. Do you feel that there is a basically different philosophy underlying the use 
of this card oonpared with the old card? 

48. 1 Y es 2 No 

If Yes, rJhat? 

Do you agree with this philosqphy or not? 

49. 1 Yes 2 Ifo 



Hll. Tflhich card, the old or the Experimental, provides the better parent- 
teacher conrnunications? 

50. 1 O ld 2 W ew 
Which card do you prefer to use? 

51. 1 Old 2 N ew 

T\TiV? 

II. Ttould you like to continue using: 

52. 1 T his report 

2 T he old report 

3 S ane other kind of report 

Describe 
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APPENDK C 
Parent Interview Questionnaire 
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MINNEAPOLIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
RESFARQI AND EVALUATION DEPARW1ENT 
ULET^ENTAEY PPDC3PESS FEPORTING EVALamON 
School PAPEHT INTRRVIEr'J 

This is a card we have not used before. We are trying it this year to see 
if it is irore meaningful to parents than the card (show sample) we used previously. 
Ife would like to know how you feel about this card. 

Is this the hone of ? 

Are you the child's ffether F ather Other 

How old is ? 

How many school age children are there in this family? 

1. Do you renember receiving a Progress Report card - like this one - for 

recently? 

Yes N o D on't knew 

2. Have you had a conference with 's teacher this year • either 

before or after you received tt)e card? 

Yes, before Yes, after NO (end interview^ 

Both before and after 

3. I\1iat was your reaction to this card when you first received it? 



4. Did the card let you knew how well your child is doing? 



5. Did the card tell you about any specific areas in which your child needed to 
do more work? 

Yes No 



Probe: Can you give an example? 



Did you have trouble reading the writing or not? 
Yes No 
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?• Was the report understandable or not? 

Yes No 

?Tas there anything you didn't understand about it? 



8, Do you think the information really "fit" your child — or do you think the 
report was one that could really have been applied to any child? 

Yes No Applied generally 

9. Do you think the information on the card describes your child as he really is? 

Yes Tfo 



10. After reading the Progress Report, did you really feel that you had a cjood 
picture of your child's progress? 



11. Wo\ild you like to continue receiving this kind of report — or vgould. you like 
to receive the old report? Can you suggest some other kind of report? 

Old Nte^-; 



Can you suggest a reportina system that is better than either the old or 
new report ? 



12 (If Conference was held after) 

Did you discuss the Card in the conference? 

Yes No Don't remember 

If Yes— T-^hat did you discuss about the card? 



ERIC 



Did you get the same picture of your child's progress from, the conference as 
you did from the Progress ^teport Card? 



Yes Mo 



If No — How did the information differ? 



13. Here is a cqpy of the Card vMch vfas sent you. Do you have any questions about 
anything on this card? 



1^ Anything else: (Probe) 



14. 



Dovm the left hand side six subjec±s are listed. Do you have any questions 
about any of these subjec±s? 

(wait for spontaneous response) 



15 • Do you liave any questions about the ocftnents on Peading? 



Repeat for each subject not previously mentioned 



16. Mas fhere anything on the old card v^ich you liked, which is not on the new card? 

17- Is there anything on the new card you like which was not on the old card? 

IS Have i'ou done anything special to help your child as a result of cornments on 
the Progress Report 

Yes I to Don't know 

If Yes , v*iat? 

19. Moout how long ago did you get this Progress iReport (i.e. what month?) 

20. At v*iat time of the year would the report be most useful? 

21. Do you have anything else you want to ccrroent on about the report card? 
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APPENDIX D 

Responses to Parent Interview Questionnaire 
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Kesponflef; to Parent Interview Questionnaire 
38 participants 



1. All mothers participated In lntervle\^, 

2. Children ranged In ape from 6 through 11. 

3. School ape children In family 

One -6 
Two - 14 
Three - 10 
Four - 8 



Intervlev; questions 

1, Do you remember receiving a Proj»ress Report card like this one recently? 

Yes - 38 

2. Have vou had a conference with the teacher this year either before or after 
you received the card? 

Yes, before - 36 
Yes, after - 1 
Yes, before and after - 1 

3* What was your reaction to this card when you first received It? 

I liked It - 10 

Oik.— 2 

Verv good, excellent - 8 

Helpful — better than old - 11 

Not good — prefer other — not sure - 7 

A. Did the card let you know hoT-j well your child Is doing? 

Yes - 30 

Not reallv — negative responses - 8 

5. Did the card tell you about any specific areas In which your child needed to do 
more work? 

Yes - 27 
No - 11 

Examples - reading, inath» (including many specific areas of math) 
spelling, . social attitude'^, proper usages of time. 
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parent interview 



fit Did you have trouble reading the writing or not? 

Yes - 0 
No - 38 

7» Was the report understandable? 

Yes - 36 
No - 1 
Mavbe - 1 

(^flien the que??tlon vras rephrased and asked again^ several respondents ouestloned 
some of the subject areas^ with the most frenuent question being about the 
reading levels.) 

8« Do you think the Information reallv "fit^yo^i" child or could it be applied 
generally? 

Fit child - 34 

Did not fit child - 1 

Applies generally - 3 

9. Do vou think the information on the card describes your child as he really Is? 

Yes - 35 
No - 1 
Unsure - 2 

10. After reading the Progress Report, did you really feel that you had a good picture 
of your child's progress? 

Yes - 27 
No - 3 

Not really - 2 

Fair - 1 * 
Should show rank on card - 5 

11. Would you like to continue receiving this kind of report or would you like to 
receive the old report? 

Old - 4 
New - 30 
Unsure - A 

Can you suggest a reporting system that is better than either the old or new? 

Very few participants had alternate systems to suggest* Seven 
Indicated conferences! four indicated the marking system^ 
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parent Interview 



12. If Conference vas held after the Pro;*rcss Report • 

iilank - 36 T\^o Indicated they had conferences after the card* 

One v;a.q not related to tlie card; the other did diRCuss the card because 
there was a ''possibility of a problem." 

13. liere is a copv of the Card u'hlcl) T^ras sent you. Do you have anv questions about 
anything; on this card? 



No - 25 
Nn - 4 



and nothing after nrobing 

but after probing raised questions on: 

readlnp; level, trouble explaining, the card to the child^ 
teacher talking to c!iildren about the report, and why 



the absence and tardy record ^'a^ not included 
Yes - 4 nuestlons on readinf, level 
Yes - 5 Vrirlous nuestion*;, incladinp': 



teacliers shouldn't use "trade" vocabulary/, whetlier conferences 
are one: of the reporting periods, disagreement about child's 
math abilitv, whv there wasn't more social and emotional 
information Included, and whether the card should be returned. 



14. Do\^n the left hand side six subjects ate listed. Do you have any questions about 
anv of these subiects? (Wait for spontaneous response? 

No nuestions - 28 

No wav of knowinp, the rank of the child - 2 
All applies to mv cliild -i 
Lmphasis on readin^^ and math - 1 
These are basic skill areas -1 

Didn't realize art was a "specific subject" - 1 

Need more science - 1 

ReadinHias indicated liefore - 2 

Need more social behavior listings - 1 

Math, as indicated before - 1 

15. Do vou have anv nuestions about the comments on Reading? 



Ilo nuestions - 12 

Questions on the reading level - 18 
Questions on series - 2 
Question of child's ability or rank - 3 
Comments on children - 2 

Questions on getting supplemental reading, material - 1 
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15. (continued) Questions on other subjects: 

No questions - 21 

Music and art not completed - 6 

Phv ed not completed - 5 

Some comments are not specific - 2 

It gives specific comments - 2 

Would like a math ratlnp - 1 

Teacher's assumptions not in agreement with mine - 2 
Physical fitness stressed - 1 
Doesn't give capability of child - 1 
Felt phrases were educational jargon - 1 
Spelling comment question - 1 

16. Was there anything on the old card which you liked which is not on the new card? 
No - 21 

Reading level - 1 

More work habits and social attitudes - 9 
Need card returning instruction - 1 
Grade levels - 2 
Math level - 1 
Format - 1 

Days absent and tardy - 2 

Not much difference in cards - 1 

Health and safetv practices - 1 

17. Is there anything, on the ne\7 card you like which was not on the old card? 

Everything about it - 1 
No 10 

Oenerallv the same - 2 

Teacher's explanation - gives better understanding of child's progress - 11 
Prefer comments to checks - 1 

Individual appraisal rather than comparison - 2 
Fonnat - 6 

Nex^ card is more personal - 7 
Shores where child needs help - 3 

I liked the supplemental letter grades the teacher added - i 

18. Have you done ary thing special to help your child as a result of comments on 
the Progress Report? 



Yes - 25 
No ^13 

Help given was indicated as finishing assignments^ 3; help v/ith math, reading, 
spelling and language, 19; social attitudes, 3; support, 1* 
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parent intervievr 



19. About hew long ago did you get this Proyress Repc,^t(iie. what month?) 

February - 8 
March - 25 
April - 5 

20, At what time of the year would the report be most helpful? 

Closer to the beginning of the year - 8 

Bv the middle of the vear - 12 

End of year - 3 

Two reports a year - 2 

More than tvjo reports a year - 4 

At the middle and end of year - 3 

February or March - 6 

21 • Do vou have anv thing eilae vou want to comment on about the Progress Report? 

No - 9 

I like it • 14 

Don't care for it - 1 

We need competition and/or comparison - 3 
Card could replace conference - 2 
Prefer A,li,C,D - Z 

Mothers like the new card better than fathers - 1 

Need instructions on return - 1 

Could be very negative - 1 

Th'ere should be a place for signature - 1 

Not good for children that aren't doing well - 3 

Tells where child needs help - 1 

No place on card for child's special interests - 1 
Lots of unnecessary ^•jork for the teachers - 1 
I prefer it to the old card - 3 
My child liked it - 1 

I like the two reports side by side to show progress - 1 
The old card is no good - 1 

Give the teachers extra time to complete it - 1 

All the child's teachers should vjrite on the report - 1 

It's o.k. for smaller children - 1 

It must be time consuming for teachers - 3 , 
We need more reports throughout the vear - 1 
Value of the card depends on the teacher - 3 
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APPENDIX E 
Responses to Teacher Survey 



RESPONSES TO TEACHER SURVEY 40 users 

13 non-users 



A. Which method of reporting to parents have you used this year (which do you 
expect to \Jise for the final periodO? Circle as many as apply: 



report 

4. Regular progress report 
*5. Other (specify) 









First 


Second 


Final 








Report 


Report 


Report 






Early 


about 


Feb. to 


(expect 






Fall 


Decejnber 


April 


to use) 


1. 


Group conference 


28 


1 


3 




2. 


Individual conference 


24 


32 


37 




3. 


Experimental progress 


1 


10 


40 


# 52 



* (5) One teacher wrote a letter to parents after the fall conference and in Dec, 

One teacher indicated using phone calls vAien the need arose. 

# (3) Only one of the 53 teachers siirveyed did not indicate the use of the 

Progress Report at the end of theyear. 
(NON USERS - ITEMS B THROUGH E) 

B. Did you make an attenpt to use the Es^rimental Card or didn't you try it? 
Yes - 10 For transfers out - 4; for paarents not at conferences - 2 
No - 3 

C. If not tried, was there any particular reason v4iy you did not try it? 
I prefer conferences ~ 1 

Our school planned to use it at the end of the year only - 2 

D. Do you plan to try the Experimental Card for the final report this Spring? 
Yes - 13 

E. Is there anything else you wonLd liJce to say about the Experimental Card? 



Parents prefer marks - 2 
Need reporting back system -2 
Too readable to children - 1 
Too time consuming - 10 
Need wrk habits space - 2 
Better than old card - 2 



No feedback from parents - 2 

Hew should cards be sent to parents? -1 

Too general - 1 

Old card is better - 2 

Need space for present and absent days - 1 
Carbons are difficult to work with - 7 
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Teacher Survey - Participants 



P. How extensively have you used the Experimental Card? 

A great deal - 22 

Ptequently - 6 

Not very i;xich - 7 

Hardly at all 2 

Pilot school - first year - 1 

Not answered - 2 

G. From your point of view as a teacher, v^*iat is particularly good 
about this card? 

Can be very specific for strengths, weaknesses and areas for inprovement - 14 
Good picture of child's progress - 5 
Individualized - 7 

Not oc9[Tparing with others or grading - 2 

Subject natter can be ej^lained better - 2 

Nothing - 4 

Left blank - 3 

More positi ve - 1- 

More itnf ornative - 1 

More ocnplete - 3 

More meaningful - 2 

More descriptive - 2 

Slightly better than old - 1 

Parents can retain - 1 

Better reading evaluation - 1 

More space for cotments - 1 

H, Fran your point of view as a teacher, what is particularly bad about 
this card? 

Too time consuming — too much writing - 32 

Card is not well organized - 4 

No comparison - 3 

Too many reports - 2 

Too hard in .non-graded situation - 5 

Onndssion of attitudes - 1 

Need checklist for skill areas - 3 

Mechanically difficult - caiton not good - 4 

Using stock phrases - 2 

Space on card too sniall - 7 

Space on card too large - 3 

Average child hard to portray - 1 

Need to know parents received it - 2 

Too subjective - 1 

Difficult to be positive with kids having trouble - 2 



ERLC 
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I. As you think about the child, what is particularly good about the card? 
No oomnent - 8 

Good for good student, bad for poor - 1 

Specific; helps because it's individual - 20 

Eliminated grades - 2 

Helps child work on definite areas - 1 

More positive - 5 

More descriptive - 1 

Better evaluation - 1 

Nothing good about it - 1 

Better for slow child - 1 v 

J. What is particularly bad (i.e, harmful or unjust to the child) about 
the card? 

No place for parent feedback - 2 

Music and art oomnents could stifle creativity - 1 

Doesn't portray strengths and v^aknesses - 3 

Card hard to discuss at hoire - 1 

Teacher judgnient could be bad - 2 

Too wordy - 2 

Hard to understand - 4 

No ccninent - 12 

CcniTtents could hurt child - 2 

Not comprehensive - 2 

Nothing - 6 

Not specific - 1 

Teacher's use of professional jargon - 1 
Does not motivate child - 1 
No catparison - 2 
Too positive - 2 

Days absent and tardy needed - 1 

K. How did you introduce the Ebq^erimental Card to the parents? 

Individual - 14 
Group - 21 
Sent home - 5 

Other - 2 (Letter - 1; school board ne^jber - 1) 

L. Do you have any way of knowing that the parent did receive the card? 

Yes - 12 
No - 28 

Do you thixik there should be a provision for tliis on the card? 

Yes - 32 
No - 5 

No answer - 3 
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Teacher Survey 



lit Cormnts: 

A note for parents to sign was sent with the card - 3 

No signature is a glaring flaw of the card - 2 

Should have a tear-off tab or card for signature - 3 

Parents should be encouraged to check for progress report - 1 

Parents asked if card should be returned - 1 

The card should help the child learn responsibility - 1 

If parents return card it^s itore wrk for the teacher - 1 

Didn't know if parents saw card - 1 

Should cards be mailed? 

M. Have you had any experiences v^re the parents did not receive the 
card you sent home? 

None - 29 
One or tWD • 5 
A few - 1 
Many - 0 
Don't know • 5 

N. If a conference were held after the parent received an Experintental 
Progress Report Card, did you feel that nost parents really understood 
the ooranents on the card? 

No such conferences held - 31 

Yes, most parents understood - 7 

No, itost parents did not understand - 1 

Not oonpleted - 1 

O. Have many parents asked for clarification of the Experimental Progress 
Report, or did just a few, or didn't any? 

Many -30 
Just a few - 9 
None - 0 
Blank - 1 

N, OonTTtsnts t 

Bie card was not discussed - 1 

Parent higr ly cotpliirentary of report - 1 

Wo\ild have had questions if conference was held - 1 

Should have conference after card - 1 

No oonmunication after the card - 1 

Good response f ran parents - 1 

1 had conferences before card - 3 

Parents want A,B,C,Ds - 1 

Question on the reading level -r 1 
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Teacher Survey 



P* Were there any specific aspects of the report vAiich seemed to cause 
confusion aitong parents? 

No - 29 
Yes - 8 
Don't know - 2 
Blank - 1 

Whidh aspects? 

Reading - 2 

Achievement level - 3 

Math level reqioest - 1 

Whether card should be returned - 1 

Q. Did parents have difficulty in understanding oanwents on any of the 
curriculum areas or not? What about Reading? Did parents have any 
difficulty in understanding the corments on Reading? 



No ccnitients fxcm parents - 4 
Blank - 7 
Don't know - 8 

Music, art, and phy ed and personal development not in CP program - 1 
R. Did parents have any difficulty in mderstanding the information 
— on the Reading Series and the Reading Level or not? 

Yes, most had difficulty - 1 ' 
Yes, some had difficulty - 5 
No - 17 

Other answer -.13 
Blank - 4 

OoninBnts: 

Reading level - 1 ' 
Wo feedback - 13 



Yes -Difficulty 



No Difficulr.y 



Reading 
Language Arts 
Mathematics 

Social and Physical Sciences 
Music and Art 

Physical and personal development 



3 
1 
2 
3 
1 
2 



21 

22 
22 
19 
21 
20 
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Teacher Survey 



S. Did you find that some curriculum areas were nore difficult to make 
comments on than others? 

Yes - 34 
No - 6 

Which areas presented particular difficulty and v^y do you think 
they did? 

Reading - 5 
Language arts - 3 
Math - 2 

Social and Physical Sciences - 10 
Music and Art - 12 

Physical and personal development - 13 
Ccmnsnts : 

Need a checklist for consistency in reading, language and math - 2 

Special teachers for music, art and.phy ed - 2 

More space needed on ccird - 1 

Parents not interested in music and art - 1 

Hard in non-graded situation - 2 

T. Did you feel that there v^re seme odtments about the child vrtiich 
you would rather not write on the Progress Report, but which you 
would prefer to cover in a conference? 

Yes - 30 
No - 9 
Blank - 1 

Conments: 

Health problem - 1 
Stealing - 1 

Students at conferences - 1 
Behavior problems - 4 
Hard to conment on special areas - 2 
Negative ooaiments difficult - 3 
Need space for exaitples - 1 
Physical and personal development - 2 
Better said at conferences • 9 
Academic problems - 2 
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Teacher Survey 

U. Do you feel that this reporting system is a practical one? 

Yes - 6 
No - 28 
Yes and No - 2 
Blank - 4 

Oonments: 

Too time consuming - 29 

Revisions needed - 3 

Good personal touch - 2 

Good for parents - 1 

Generally, not corprehensive enou^ - 2 

Not good for pairents - 1 

Format unsuitable - 1 

Needs checklist - 1 

Too hard to make three copies - 1 

Need extra time off to oonplete them - 1 

Achievement level needed - 1 

V. About how long, cm the average, does it take you to oonplete 
progress report? 



5-10 minutes 


- 1 


10-20 min. 


3 


20-30 ndn 


11 


30 minutes 


6 


30-45 min. 


6 


45-60 min. 


7 


1 hour 


2 


1+ hours 


3 


No answer 


1 



W. Vfere you able to ooniTunicate truly individualized judgments about 

each diild, or did you find yourself repeatedly using ''stock" j^urases? 

Individual - 8 
Stock - 4 
Mixed 30 
Blank 1 

X. How is your school organized? 

K-6 19 
CP Primary 9 

Other 2 (Team teaching) 

CP Intermediate - 9 
Blank - 1 
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Teacher Survey 



Y, How did the organization of the school personnel affect your use 
of the card? 

Sent information around to the different teachers - 8 
Hard to record data - many teachers involved - 7 . 
Pilot usage - 1 
Didn't affect - 4 
Made it harder - 2 
No ansvrer - 18 

Z. Did you receive adequate instructions on how to use the E:q)erimental 
Progress Report? 

No instructions received - - 0 
Instructions were not adequate - 4 
Instructions adequate - 35 
Blank - 1 

Conmsnts: 

Sufficient answers not available - 1 
No extra time given - 2 
Wording in handbook not for parents - 1 
Dr. Carlson and principal explained - 3 

M. In vAiat way did you use the Teacher Handbook? 

Never got one - 3 

Didn't use it - 6 

As a general reference - 20 

As a source for specific ooanments - 17 

Blank - 1 

BB - Hew long have you been teaching ? 

First year - 1 
2-3 years - 8 
4 or more years - 30 
Blank - 1 

C3C. Have you had experience using the old (Minneapolis) card as wall 
' as this ESqperimental Card? 

Yes - 38 
No - 1 
Blank - 1 
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Teacher Survey 



DD. (If Yes) 



v*iich card do you think parents prefer? 



Old - 7 
E>q)erijnental 
Neither - 6 
Other - 5 
Blank - 11 



- 11 



(A;B,C,D, - 3; Conferences - 2) 



Ctomnsnts^. 

Parents like A,B,C,Ds - 2 
Eton't know - 7 

Need checklist on Experimantal card - 1 



EE. ' Were there some things on the old card you liked v^ch are not on 
the Experimental card: 

Yes: 31 
No " 5 
Blank - 4 

Describe: 

Health iteins - 2 

Habits and attitudes --5 

The right side of the old card - 1 

Need checklist - 16 

All Of it - 1 

Parent feedback - 1 

Social and personal aspects ~ 2 

Math grade level - 1 

FF, Are there things on the Experimental Card you like which were not 
on the old card? 

Yes -25 
No ~ 12 
Blank - 3 

Describe : 

Individual and personal oorments - 5 

More specific - 6 

MDre space to elaborate ~ 4 

No grade level - 1 

Better progress record ~ 1 

More descriptive - 2 

Reading level - 4 

More child-related - 1 

Would like a odnbination of the old and new - 1 
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QG. Do you feel that there is a basically different philosophy 
underlying the use of this card ccaiTpared with the old card? 

Yes - 24 
No - 12 
Blank - 4 

Describe : 

To explain progress - 2 
Defining - 1 

M/ belief is not iirportant - 1 

Personal, individual - 11 

No conparison or grading - 7 

Subjective - 1 

Positive emphasis - 2 

O.K. for ambitious child - 1 

Do you agree with the philosophy or not? 

Yes - 21 
No - 6 
Blank - 12 
Yes and No - 1 



HH. Which card, the old or the E>^riiT>ental , provides the better parent- 
teacher oortTOunications? 



Old - 14 
New 14 
Neither - 7 
Sane - 1 
Don't know - 2 
Blank - 2 



Wh^di card do you prefer to use? 

Old - 18 
New - 8 

Oonbination of the two - 8 
Neittier - 4 
Blank 2 
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Why? 

I like the new card with some revisions - 1 

Old card does not allow parent-teacher ooitinunication - 1 

New - renarks can be qualified - 1 

New - gives better report - 3 

New - better for Qontinuous Progress Intentediate - 1 
Neither applies to CPP - 1 

Old - not forced to ooitinent vAien unnecessary - 1 

Old - Checklist - 2 

Old - covers all areas - 3 

Old - less time consuming and less writing - 9 

Old - easier to see strengths and weaknesses - 1 

Old - nore specific - 1 



Teacher Survey 



II • Would you like to ncaitinue using: 

Ihis^teport - 3 

The old riaport - 8 

Sane other kind of report - 24 

This and another kind - 1 

Blank - 2 

Describe : 

Coirbination of two reports - 4 
Old, with "I" for iirprovement - 1 
Letter values - 1 

Personal and academic checklist - 3 

COTinents on reading, language arts and math - checklist for other areas - 4 
Individual conferences - 2 
This report, revised - 1 

Individualized reporting, with tims allowance for teachers - 3 
Reference: Fridley School card (elementary) - 1 

Old with space for reading and math ccnnents; space for other coments - 2 
Change "N" and "S" to check report - allow space between sections 

for OGitinents - 1 
Cjoribined checklist and written report - 5 

Old report - {Note Ladies Home Journal article, March, 1972) - 1 
2 individual and 1 groi:?? conference - 1 

Use new report? group langiiage and social studies together; omit 
music and art section - 1 




h2 



School 
Teacher 

Grade and Roan Nunixir 

1. Parent Name 
Address 
Phone 

Child's naifne 

Person attending oonfere:ice 

2» Parent Name 
Address 
Phone 

Child's name 

Person attending conference 

3. Parent Name 
Address 
Phone 

Child's name 

Person attending conference 
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